Although the CALLS proposal is a comprehensive solution to a large number of
intractable problems that have been plaguing the Commission and industry for years, it
does not purport to resolve every single issue that has arisen or will arise in the
telecommunications area. GTE urges the Commission to focus on the proposal and the
solutions it offers and to move forward to adopt the proposal without considering these
other issues right now. These issues can be considered, if warranted, in an orderly
fashion in other proceedings.

A. Payphone Issues Are Pending in Other Proceedings and Should Be
Resolved There.

Payphone operators and operator service providers urge the Commission to
address a number of issues related to the application of SLCs to private payphones and
to presubscribed carriers at payphones. American Public Communications Council, for
instance, argues for the first time in this proceeding that the SLC should not be applied
to payphones at all."® One payphone provider argues that the PICC is discriminatorily
applied to independent payphone providers.'™ Finally, One Call repeats its arguments
made in an earlier comment round that payphones should pay the single-line business
SLC, not the multi-line business SLC.""°

Regardless of the merits of these arguments, the Commission has been

addressing payphone-related issues in a variety of rulemaking and complaint

108 Comments of the American Public Communications Council, at 5-7.
109 See Comments of One Call Communications, Inc./Opticom, at 6.

10 Id. at 11-13.
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proceedings.'"’ These parties have not demonstrated that there is a critical need to
address these issues here, or that a resolution of the issues would somehow affect or
undermine the way in which the main provisions of CALLS proposal are implemented.
Therefore, the Commission should refuse to address these issues here.

B. The Level of CLEC Access Charges Is Beyond the Scope of This
Proceeding.

Allegiance, for the first time in this proceeding, asks the Commission to address
the level of CLEC access charges.'? It seeks such a resolution in order to force AT&T
and Sprint to pay their access bills from certain CLECs."® The FCC should refuse to
decide this issue here because it is already under consideration in another
rulemaking.”* More importantly, the CALLS proceeding is intended to focus on how to
reform interstate access for price cap carriers. CLEC access services are treated as

nondominant and, therefore, are not actively regulated by the Commission at this

”‘ See, e.g., CF Communications Corp., et al. v. Century Telephone of Wisconsin,
Inc., et al., File No. E-89-170 et al., (Apr. 13, 2000); Implementation of the Pay
Telephone Reclassification and Compensation Provisions of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996, 11 FCC Rcd 20541 (1996). For the record, GTE's refusal to answer these
arguments here should not be interpreted to mean that it agrees with these parties
comments.

"z See Allegiance Comments at 4 (submitting a “public offer” that CLEC access
rates be capped at NECA levels).

e See Allegiance Comments at 2 & n.2. RICA also expresses concern about this
issue, but does not offer a specific solution. See RICA Comments at 3-5.

e See Pricing Flexibility Order at 14338-49.
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time.""® As such, CLEC access issues are irrelevant to the CALLS solution and should
not be addressed here.

C. The FCC Should Not Consider Arguments About Changing the
Exogenous Cost Rules.

Ad Hoc suggests that the Commission modify the current rule that dictates how
exogenous costs are to be treated within the price cap formula. It argues that ILECs
should not be permitted to seek price cap adjustments based on exogenous costs for
legal or regulatory changes that the ILECs themselves have supported.''

The FCC should refuse to consider this rule change. Exogenous cost treatment
is governed by Section 61.45(d) of the Commission’s Rules. The Commission has
described exogenous cost treatment as one that deals only using “extraordinary” costs,
which is an exception to the general rule that price caps are not adjusted for changes in
ILEC costs.""” For this reason, the Commission considers each request on a case-by-
case basis. Although Ad Hoc’s argument may have a certain emotional appeal for
parties that disagree with ILEC policy positions, there is absolutely no reasoned basis
for a blanket rule that exogenous cost treatment is not justified simply because the legal
change was supported by an ILEC. GTE submits that any such argument can be made
at the time exogenous cost treatment is sought and, if the particular change is not

justifiable under the current rules, the Commission should reject it on its own merits at

ns See, e.g., Access Reform Order at 16140-41.

116 Ad Hoc Comments at 7.

" Price Cap Performance Review for Local Exchange Carriers, 12 FCC Rcd
16642,16711-12 (1997); LEC Price Cap Order at 6810.
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that time. There is no justification, however, for adopting a blanket rule to prohibit
exogenous cost treatment in this circumstance and it should be rejected.

D. It Would Be Counterproductive to Freeze All Proposed and Future
Changes to the Pricing Flexibility, Depreciation, Accounting, and
Affiliated Transaction Rules.

MCI WorldCom argues that the Commission should suspend its pricing flexibility
rules to prevent anticompetitive effects from the Commission’s decision temporarily not
to allow the use of unbundled loop and transport combinations as a substitute for
special access.'® |t also urges the Commission to refuse to make any further
depreciation, accounting and affiliated transactions rule changes during the CALLS
implementation period.""

The FCC should reject these requests. Even though the CALLS plan is
comprehensive, there are strong public policy arguments that require the Commission’s
pricing flexibility rules to remain in place.’® In fact, the CALLS plan does not even
address these flexibility rules. The market is changing rapidly and competition is
growing. Although hobbling one set of competitors will help an individual competitor like
MCI WorldCom, it would produce disastrous results for customers who will be denied

the benefits of full and vigorous competition. Furthermore, there are continuing needs

for accounting and depreciation reform even after CALLS is adopted.”' The

"8 Comments of MC| WorldCom, Inc., at 17-21.

19 Id. at 26.
120 See, e.g., Pricing Flexibility Order at 14232-33, 14257.

2 The FCC recently adopted an order on depreciation, on which they have recently
sought further comment. See 1998 Biennial Regulatory Review, Review of

(Continued...)
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Commission should not hesitate to make real strides in accounting reform that will help
to create a competitive market structure. With such efforts the Commission can ensure
that, at the end of the CALLS transition, there will be no further need for intrusive
regulation.

VIl. CONCLUSION.

It cannot be stressed enough that the CALLS proposal represents the
Commission's best road map out of the regulatory thicket of three of the largest issues
facing it today: universal service, subscriber line charges and access rates. The
Commission has been working tirelessly for years to achieve resolution to these issues,
yet each time it took a step the Commission only found itself stuck in a morass of legal,
procedural, and policy issues. Today, those parties that have long been at loggerheads
have worked together to draw up a plan that will help move the industry out of the
thicket and onto the clear road leading to the open fields of competition.

Those parties throwing rocks at this effort have missed the target. The
procedure used is right and reasonable; attempts to derail the process by introducing
side issues must be rebuffed. The public interest benefits to the CALLS plan are real,
the plan will help consumers, and the holistic approach will bring competition to all
sectors of the country. GTE strongly urges the Commission to take the right first step

and adopt the CALLS plan as proposed.

(...Continued)
Depreciation Requirements for Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, FCC 99-397
(Dec. 30, 1999); see also Comprehensive Review of the Accounting Requirements and
ARMIS Reporting Requirements for Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers: Phase 1,
FCC 00-78 (Mar. 8, 2000).
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1. OVERVIEW AND PURPOSE

The Coalition for Affordable Local and Long Distance Service (CALLS) plan describes a
process for access charge reform that will establish explicit subsidies to replace a portion of
implicit subsidies included in current access prices. The purpose of my comments is to: 1) place
this plan within the framework of economic principles; and 2) explain why it is a positive step
toward a regulatory environment that promotes the development of efficient competition in
telecommunications and furthers the development of a quality infrastructure that benefits all
consumers.

Subsidies are necessary for maintaining support for universal service, but, in the
emerging competitive environment, the current method of collecting this money through implicit
subsidies is unsustainable and inefficient. In a regulated monopoly environment, implicit
subsidies in the form of prices held well above costs for selected services were sustainable and
provided funds for investments that resulted in the most extensive telephone network in the
world. In a competitive environment, entrants can price under the incumbents’ pricing umbrellas
and siphon off the “tax” revenue that was previously used by incumbents to fund universal
service. The loss of the tax revenues is removing funds necessary to continue the high level of
investment in the infrastructure, especially in rural areas.

In Section II, I provide a brief discussion of the legacy of implicit subsidies in
telecommunications. This provides a framework for discussing the changes in the current
pricing structure that are required to develop efficient competition. In Section III, I describe
economic goals that guide the transition from implicit to explicit subsidies. In Section IV, I
discuss changes in the nature of communications demand and supply that have increased the
value and affordability of access to telecommunications networks. In Section V, I summarize the
components of the CALLS plan and view this plan in light of the economic goals described in
Section III and the overall affordability of access to telecommunications networks discussed in
Section IV. In Section VI, I offer concluding remarks.

11. THE LEGACY OF IMPLICIT SUBSIDIES

Implicit subsidies in telecommunications prices are the legacy of decades of regulation,
the split up of the Bell System in the mid-eighties, and the inherent characteristics of
telecommunications demand. Funding the long-standing goal of universal service provided the
motivation for regulators to create many of the implicit subsidies that persist in
telecommunications today. In a regulated monopoly environment, implicit subsidies were
sustainable, and any inefficiencies from non-cost-based pricing were deemed worth the price.
After divestiture in 1984, cracks in the sustainability of subsidies began to show with the
emergence of bypass alternatives. One subsidy created at divestiture is above cost access prices
that local phone companies charged interLATA service providers to connect to the local
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networks. Not long after divestiture, competitive access providers (CAPs) surfaced. These
companies aggregate intetLATA traffic for large business carriers and deliver it to the long
distance companies at a price closer to cost, thereby reducing funds that were designed to
subsidize universal service. The concentration of demand in low cost, high revenue areas helps
make this a successful strategy. The combination of implicit subsidies collected from access and
other services and the high concentration of telecommunications demand are also directing the
entry strategies of today’s competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs). With numerous entrants
actively pursuing profit opportunities, the incumbent local telecommunications companies are no
longer able to collect charges that operate like “taxes” (revenues far in excess of costs) required
to subsidize residential service and investments in rural areas.

A. Local Telephone Pricing and Rate Regulation Prior to Divestiture

By the 1920s in much of the nation, a variety of political and economic forces led to the
consolidation of competing local telephone networks into monopolies. As consolidation
occurred, regulation increased. By 1921, regulators in 44 states, typically public utilities
commissions, were granted authority to regulate local telephone companies. Rate of return was
the predominant form of regulation over prices in telecommunications.! Overall, rates of return
were based on cost considerations, including the cost of capital. For specific services, however,
prices were often set with an eye toward public policy goals. To derive funds to support
affordable, below cost, residential service in rural areas, prices for urban and business customers
were held above cost. This is often called value of service pricing. Another source of funds to
support universal service is the jurisdictional separation of costs between interstate and intrastate
services. In time, this separation process resulted in artificially high amounts of costs allocated
to interstate services, which led to subsidy laden prices charged to interstate service providers for
access to local networks and the current need for access charge reform.’

1. Rate of Return Regulation

The purpose of traditional rate of return regulation was to balance the interests of
privately owned utilities with those of captive ratepayers. Regulation allowed companies to
generate enough revenue to cover reasonable costs, earn returns on shareholder investments,
maintain their credit ratings and invest in new facilities. Rate of return regulation also prevented

‘ Jeffrey E. Cohen, “The Telephone Problem and the Road to Telephone Regulation in the
United States, 1817- 1917,” Journal of Policy History, 1991, pp. 42-69.

2

The amount of subsidy remaining in interstate and intrastate access prices differs
significantly by state.
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companies with market power from earning excessive profits or discriminating against certain
classes of consumers.”

During rate cases, regulators closely scrutinized companies’ financial books to determine
the legitimate costs of doing business. These costs, which included a reasonable return on net
capital investments, depreciation, and operating costs, were known collectively as the revenue
requirement. Prices were set so that companies would generate enough revenue to cover the
requirement, and any “over-earning’’ was subsequently returned to ratepayers through a rebate or
price reduction. As part of rate regulation, many states required franchise monopoly local
telephone companies to serve all customers in the franchise areas at geographically averaged
prices through the imposition of carrier-of-last-resort obligations.*

2. Rate Design and Value of Service Pricing by Customer Class

The early approaches to local price design were based on the concept of “value of
service” pricing. This approach set prices for different groups of customers (e.g., business versus
residential, and urban versus rural) based on the values of the services to the customer groups and
not on the underlying costs of providing service. It is common for business customers to pay
more for local service than residential customers, even when the cost of providing service is
similar. It is also common for urban customers to pay the same or more than rural customers,
even though the per customer cost to serve urban areas 1s typically much less than the cost to
serve rural areas. For example, the prices for basic business and residential lines in Atlanta,
Georgia are $48.30 and $17.45 respectively, and the price of a residential line in the rural town of
Lumpkin, Georgia is $12.50. While there were economic inefficiencies inherent in this type of
pricing structure, it was sustainable in a monopoly environment. These prices, which persist in
many geographic areas, are not sustainable in a competitive market. They are also inconsistent
with the development of beneficial and efficient competition and the continued development of a
strong telecommunications infrastructure.

3. Separations and Cost Allocation Between State and Federal
Jurisdictions

Setting prices for, and allocating costs between, long distance and local services posed
similar problems to setting prices for different classes of local customers. Because the Bell

’ Charles F Phillips, Jr., The Regulation of Public Utilities, Public Utilities Reports Inc.,
1988, p. 164, 168.

¢ More recently, many state regulators and the FCC implemented incentive-based price

regulations such as price cap plans. Price caps typically require regulated companies to reduce
prices steadily based on some measurement of average industry productivity growth. If,
however, companies can reduce costs more quickly, then they are allowed to retain at least a
portion of the additional profits generated from above average reductions.
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System was a multi-product firm, offering local and long distance services, regulators needed to
apportion the costs of the network among different services. The process of separating costs and
expenses between the interstate jurisdiction (regulated by the FCC after 1934) and state
jurisdictions (regulated by public utility commissions) became known as the jurisdictional
“separations” process. In effect, separations allocated a portion of the cost of the local telephone
network, including the loop, to long distance services. Today, it is widely recognized by
economists and policy-makers that this allocation system is inefficient because the cost of the
loop 1s caused by the provision of local telephone service. The use of the loop is not usage
sensitive, and its cost should, therefore, be recovered through flat-rate charges paid by the end
users to promote the efficient use of the network.” In summary, long distance charges subsidized
local service.

B. Divestiture, Access Charges and Cross Subsidies

When the Bell System was dismantled in 1984 as part of the divestiture process under the
Modification of Final Judgement consent decree, the cross-subsidies formerly embedded directly
in AT&T’s long distance rates were moved to the access charges received by local telephone
companies for connecting long distance calls. These access charges were intentionally set at
rates that were above the costs of providing the service.

1. Access Charges, Cross-Subsidies, Local Prices and Revenue Short
Falls

Access charges contain substantial subsidies, developed over many years in a regulated
environment. As noted by the FCC, “[r]ecovering on a per-minute basis the cost of the local
loop, which is a fixed cost that does not vary with use, results in high-volume toll users paying
charges to their IXCs [interexchange carriers] that exceed the cost of serving those customers,
while some low-volume toll users may pay rates that are below cost.” Cross-subsidies from

3 The FCC explained that the Federal State Joint Board on Universal Service reform,
comprised of state and federal regulators, agreed that the costs of the loop should not be
recovered via traffic sensitive or per minute charges:

“The Joint Board suggested that the Commission change the existing rate structure so that
incumbent LECs are no longer required to recover any of the NTS cost of the local loop
from IXCs on a per-minute basis. The Joint Board noted that it would be preferable for
costs related to the loop to be recovered in a manner that is consistent with the manner in
which the costs are incurred.” See Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, In the Matter of
Access Charge Reform, CC Docket No. 92-626, FCC 96-488, December 24, 1996,
paragraph 59. (Hereafter “Access Charge Reform Notice of Proposed Rulemaking”).

° Access Charge Reform Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, paragraph 43.
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access services to local service are part of a wider pattern of subsides designed to promote
universal telephone subscription.

s business customers subsidize residential customers;
¢ high volume callers subsidize low volume callers;
¢ urban customers subsidize rural customers; and

e customers who use vertical services, such as custom calling features, subsidize customers
who do not use such features.

These subsidies are not windfalls to the incumbent local exchange companies. They are a
means of “taxing” certain customer groups to support below cost service for other customer
groups. Taxes are collected by incumbent LECS and other facilities-based providers and are used
to: 1) pay for the cost of the local network, including basic local service for all households and
small businesses at “affordable” prices; and 2) make continuous investments in the network to
ensure high quality service and the deployment of advanced services to all customers. The
overall impact of these subsidies 1s that many high cost, low usage customers today pay less for
basic local service than it costs to provide this service.’

2. Implicit Subsidies are Not Conducive to Efficient Competition

In a regulated monopoly environment, the cross-subsidies described above were
sustainable because competitors could not enter the market and cream skim the revenues or drive
down prices. In this environment, overall revenues and costs were balanced and incumbent local
exchange companies (ILECs) were able to fund universal service and earn an acceptable return
on their investments. Even today, implicit subsidies remain important to the financial viability of
the facilities-based providers of universal service because some rates remain below cost. Ina
competitive environment, however, implicit subsidies are not sustainable and are contrary to the
development of efficient and beneficial competition. Competitors are circumventing these
subsidies by building alternative networks in the high-density urban areas where there are high
proportions of business customers. For example, AT&T now uses assets obtained with its
purchase of TCG to offer local service. TCG has “local networks aimed at addressing high-
volume business customers... TCG initially targets the large telecommunications-intensive
businesses concentrated in the major metropolitan markets served by its networks. TCG also
targets small- and medium-sized business customers in office buildings or multiple dwelling

’ For a discussion of implicit subsidies in the FCC’s regulatory systems see FCC First
Report and Order in the Matter of Access Charge Reform, Price Cap Performance Review for
Local Exchange Carriers, Transport Rate Structure and Pricing, and End User Common Line
Charges, CC Docket No. 96-262, Released May 16, 1997, paragraphs 28-31.
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units already served_by its network.”™ As competitors enter these markets where prices are held |
above cost, they skim the above cost revenues and eventually drive prices down. Money tagged
for universal service support dwindles, and incumbents’ abilities to continue to maintain and
improve the infrastructure is reduced, especially in rural areas. Examples of cream skimming are
pervasive in metropolitan areas throughout the nation.

C. Characteristics of Telecommunications Demand

An important aspect of the telecommunications environment that adds an urgency to the
current situation is the high concentration of revenues in relatively small geographic areas. In
many states, well over one-half of the local telecommunications revenues are in less than 20
percent of the high density wire centers. Cross-subsidies in incumbent LEC’s prices (especially
subsidies from urban to rural and business to residential customers) are one reason for these high
concentrations of revenues. Prices are typically held high relative to costs for urban and business
customers.

The regulatory and economic factors described above — the pricing structure for local
telephone service which deviates from cost, the traditional methods for regulating incumbent
local service providers, and the characteristics of telecommunications demand — set the backdrop
for considering the task of reforming telecommunications policy and pricing in the post-Telecom
Act period.

I11. MoVING TOWARD PUBLIC POLICY FOR A COMPETITIVE ENVIRONMENT

Telecommunications policy in the United States has three long-standing, interrelated
goals: 1) to provide universal service; 2) to ensure that telecommunications services are produced
~ and consumed efficiently; and 3) to promote infrastructure investment and service innovation
that benefits consumers. These policy goals are often mutually compatible (i.e., a pricing
structure that promotes the efficient consumption of telecommunications services by end users
will also typically promote the efficient use of inputs into the telecommunications service
production process and promote innovation). The Telecommunications Act shifted the
framework for pursuing these goals from one that was predominantly based on regulation to one
that is based on competition and cross-entry among different classes of service providers.

Before these goals can be achieved by the competitive process, however, a number of
legacy regulations and pricing mechanisms need to be reformed. The transfer of money from
high volume long distance callers to low volume callers, for example, is inconsistent with the
development of efficient competition. It is also unsustainable. The following sections explain

’ AT&T, 1998 10K Report, “Other Businesses, Local Services.”
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how reforming the current price structure for access charges and basic local telephone service
will promote the three goals of telecommunications policy listed above.

A. Efficiency Objectives and the Reform of Implicit Subsidies

The current access pricing structure impedes the development of efficient competition. To
the extent that prices for long distance services reflect the money paid for access to local
networks, above cost access prices will contribute to artificially higher prices for long distance
usage. This, in turn, will reduce the amount of long distance usage below the economically
efficient level. This type of pricing distortion leads to a reduction in allocational efficiency
because consumers change the allocation of their consumption away from the optimal mix they
would have chosen if prices were based on the costs of producing services.

Second, artificially high access charges create a price umbrella that allows new
competitors to enter the access services market and win customers from the incumbent, even if
they are less efficient producers of the service or charge prices that include a premium. For
example, the entry of competitive access providers (CAPs) into urban areas in the late 1980s and
early 1990s can be explained in large part by above cost switched access prices charged by
incumbent LECs. It is far from clear that many CAPs produce access services more cost-
effectively than the incumbents. They are able to beat the incumbent’s prices because they are
allowed to target their efforts at high revenue, low cost customers. Incumbent LECs are
restricted by price averaging and the necessity of maintaining low cost basic residential service.
When the suppliers of a service are not the most cost-effective producers, resources are used
inefficiently. In this situation, technical efficiency, which relates to optimizing the use of inputs
to provide a given output in the most cost-effective way, is not achieved.

B. Investment, Innovation and Dynamic Efficiency

A fundamental goal of telecommunications public policy is to promote investment in
telecommunications infrastructure and the development of innovative new services and
technologies. One of the chief benefits of a free-market economy is that competition stimulates
the development, introduction and adoption of new technologies. The pricing of existing
services clearly has a critical influence on investment in new technologies. Below cost prices for
rural local telephone service today, reduces or eliminates the incentives for competitors to adopt
better, lower cost technologies for providing rural service. For example, it will curtail
investment by competitors in developing and installing fixed wireless local loop technology,
even if the underlying network economics of wireless technology make it a cost effective way to
deliver service to rural customers. Conversely, if prices are set based on actual costs and rural
subsidies are available to wireless competitors that adopt the universal service obligations,
dynamic efficiency — the optimal rate of investment in new technologies — is promoted.

The current access charge structure and the corresponding implicit subsidies for rural
residential service also reduce the incentive and ability of incumbents to invest in rural networks.
With increasing competition, subsidies from high volume urban customers are decreasing, and
incumbents are losing the funds necessary for investing in rural networks. Cross-subsidies are




